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Agenda

Background 
• Certified Enrollment
• Project EASIER 

Goal to merge collections
Initial findings
Timeline
Theme – Working together is critical for 
success



Why

Certified Enrollment aggregate collection
Decrease duplication of collections
Increased accountability 



Project EASIER

Student level data collection
2004 first cohort
Three collections per year
Historically attending 
district counts

•ACT Composite

•Course Accreditation Area

•Days Present

•KLA Score

•NCES Course Code

•etc…



Project EASIER Collections

Fall – October 1 count
• Due October 31
• Attending district report – Enrollment, FRL 

eligibility, ELL student counts, etc.

Winter – Course Enrollment
Spring – Graduates, intensions, ACT 
composite, dropout, attendance, 
discipline









Certified Enrollment

Aggregate level data collection
Determines school aid 
funding
October 1 – Enrollment
count
Resident student count

•Resident student counts

•Open enrolled out

•Tuitioned out

•Shared time

•Approved 4 year old 
preschool



Certified Enrollment

October 1 count – Due October 15
• FTE – Full time equivalency determines 

funding
• Different weights determine FTE (Dual 

enrolled, Concurrent enrollment have different 
weights, 4 year old preschool .6)



Goal: Merge Collections

Discussion stated in 2004
Analysis indicates .99 correlation 
between CE and PE student counts
Fall 2007 – Completed 4 forms to 
illustrate the differences









Year 1 Initial Findings

-5.9%-1,360.623,343.924,795.0Line 8: Open Enrolled 
In

-0.7%-3,719.5501,108.3504,899.8Aggregate

-14.6%-851.94,973.05,824.9Line 3: Tuition Out

-5.2%-1,299.023,583.024,882.0Line 2: Open Enrolled 
Out

0.0%-117.5449,280.4449,397.9Line 1: Resident 
Students

% DifferenceFTE DifferenceProject EASIER
FTE Count

Certified Enrollment
FTE Count

Certified Enrollment 
Line Number

Table 1
2007-2008 Difference between Certified Enrollment and Project EASIER



Findings in Aggregate

14 Perfect
172 districts between 1% and -1% 
difference
145 districts between 4 and 1% 
difference
19 districts between 10 to 5% difference
14 districts greater than 10% plus or 
minus difference



On Target – 0% Difference
Bettendorf
Delwood
East Buchanan
East Union
Edgewood-Colesburg
Grinnell-Newburg
Lamoni
Le Mars
LuVerne
Nashua-Plainfield
Nodaway Valley
Nora Springs-Rock Falls
Sibley-Ocheyedan
Southeast Polk



Findings Line 1 - Resident

Largest group
0% difference across the state
0% difference  - 124 districts
1% difference – 144 districts
Between 1 – 5% - 73 districts
Between 5 – 10% - 8 districts
Greater than 10% difference – 15 districts



Findings Line 2 – Open Out

5.2% difference across the state
0% difference – 29 districts
1% difference – 142 districts
Between 1 – 5% - 39 districts
Between 5 – 10% - 29 districts
Greater than 10% difference – 125 
districts



Findings Line 3 – Tuition Out 

Most discrepancies – Area of focus
14.6% difference in aggregate
0% difference – 46 districts
1% difference – 21 districts
Between 1 – 5% - 5 districts
Between 5 – 10% - 7 districts
Greater than 10% difference – 285 districts



Findings Line 8 – Open In

5.9% difference in aggregate
Perfect – 101 districts (0%)
1% difference – 101 districts
Between 1 – 5% - 44 districts
Between 5 – 10% - 18 districts
Greater than 10% difference – 100 
districts



Next Step

Complete all lines
Put CE and PE numbers on the same 
page and table
Required input CE
Memo field explain differences



Sample Fall 2008



Timeline

Three Year Merger
First Year Comparison
Second Year – Allow for changes and 
input
Third Year – PE Pre-populates – Only 
input mechanism



Issues for Resolution

Short submission Timeline
Requires good ‘data citizen’
Relying on other districts to code 
correctly



Follow up

After completion of CE and PE districts 
will be required to complete a survey
Planning on new round of focus group 
with PE contacts and district business 
personnel
Issues CE and PE – Need your input
DE to provide detailed worksheets to 
assist in transition



Student Eligibility Chart



Sample Coding Chart



Success - Work Together

DE can provide detailed lists by student 
id for matching
Business office and PE contact must 
work hand in hand
Business offices must learn their student 
information system



Contact Information

Jay Pennington
Chief, Bureau of Planning, Research, 
Development and Evaluation Services
Jay.pennington@iowa.gov
515-281-4837


